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1 . With regard to the language, this opinion has been established on the basis of the international application in 
the language in which it was field, unless otherwise indicated under this item. 
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language , which is the language of a translation furnished for the purposes of international search 
(under Rules 12.3 and 23.1(b)). 

2. With regard to any nucleotide andA>r amino acid sequence disclosed in the international application and 
necessary to the claimed invention, this opinion has been established on the basis of: 

a. type of material: 

□ a sequence listing 

□ table(s) related to the sequence listing 

b. format of material: 

□ in written format 

□ in computer readable form 

c. time of filing/furnishing: 

□ contained in the international application as filed. 

□ filed together with the international application in computer readable form. 

□ furnished subsequently to this Authority for the purposes of search. 

3. □ In addition, in the case that more than one version or copy of a sequence listing ancfor table relating thereto 

has been filed or furnished, the required statements that the information in the subsequent or additional 
copies is identical to that in the application as filed or does not go beyond the application as filed, as 
appropriate, were furnished. 

4. Additional comments: 


Form PCT/iPEA/237 (January 2004) 


WRITTEN OPINION OF 1 HE 
INTERNATIONAL SEARCHING AUTHORITY 


International application No. 
PCT/EP2004/001382 


Box No. V Reasoned statement under Rule 43Ws.1(a)(i) with regard to novelty, inventive step or 
industrial applicability; citations and explanations supporting such statement 

1. Statement 


Novelty (N) 

Yes: 

Claims 

1-27 


No: 

Claims 


Inventive step (IS) 

Yes: 

Claims 



No: 

Claims 

1-27 

Industrial applicability (IA) 

Yes: 

Claims 

1-27 


No: 

Claims 



2. Citations and explanations 
see separate sheet 


Form PCT/IPEA/237 (January 2004) 


WRITTEN OPINION OF THE International application No. 
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1 . The following documents (D1 and D2) are referred to in this communication: 
D1 : US-A-57581 60 (GIBBONS BILL ET AL) 

D2: CHASE R P JR ET AL: 'Parallel building: experience with a CASE system for 
workstation networks' (XP01 001 1374) 


2. To the extent that the subject-matter of claims 1 -27 can be understood it does not 
appear to involve an inventive step under Article 33(3) PCT. 

2.1 . The following features of independent claim 1 are explicitly disclosed by document 
D1, which is considered to represent the closest prior art (the references in 
parentheses apply to this document): 

a computer system (cf. abstract); 

a source file repository ("a database") (cf. abstract; column 4, lines 17-56); 
said repository storing a plurality of active source files ("the database 
persistently stores and retrieves the components and their properties" ) (cf. 
column 4, lines 30-33); 

said source files belonging to a component ("a component is composed of a set 
of properties" ) (cf. column 4, lines 22-27); 

The additional feature of a centra! compilation service compiling the component is 
implicitly disclosed by document D1 . 

The system of claim 1 differs from that of document D1 in that said compilation takes 
place upon receiving an activation request, whereas in document D1 the components 
are compiled when a state flag " NeedToCompile" is assigned to them. 

The effect of this difference is that there is an optimisation of system resources by 
avoiding compilation of components even if no source files have been changed. 

The problem to be solved may therefore be regarded as how to reduce the waste of 
resources by only compiling the components when required. Nevertheless, said 
problem is solved by assigning state flags to the components indicating the need of 
compilation, as shown in D1 . 
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The system of claim 1 further differs from that of D1 in that after a successful 
compilation the at least one inactive source file is transferred to the plurality of active 
source files. 

The effect of this difference is that a track of the need of compilation is kept for every 
source file. Nevertheless, the same result is achieved by changing the state flag of 
said component from " NeedToCompile" to "Compiled' when the compilation is 
successful. 

As a consequence, claim 1 is not allowable under Article 33(1) PCT for lack of 
inventive step of its subject-matter (Article 33(3) PCT). 

2.2. The system of dependent claim 2 of the present application differs from that of D1 in 
that the transfer of each inactive source file depends on a change mode selected 
from the group of adding, deleting or replacing, whereas in document D1 a state flag 
is assigned to the files after a successful compilation. 

The effect of this difference is an alternative way of keeping track of the files that 
need to be compiled. 

However, moving files from one directory to another is a well-known alternative to 
changing state flags (e.g. in many operating systems, flagging files as deleted or 
moving said files to a trash folder are well-known equivalents). 

As a consequence, the subject-matter of dependent claim 2 does not involve any 
inventive step in the sense of Article 33(3) PCT. 

The same objection is raised in respect of the use of a further file repository for the 
inactive source files described in dependent claim 4, which is thus not allowable 
under Article 33(1) PCT for lack of inventive step of its subject-matter (Article 33(3) 
PCT). 

2.3. The additional feature of claim 3, consisting of the computer system further 
comprising a storage area {Runtime Archive Storage) to store the compilation results, 
appears to be a standard design choice for the skilled person. 

As a consequence, the subject-matter of dependent claim 3 does not involve any 
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inventive step in the sense of Article 33(3) PCT. 

2.4. The subject-matter of dependent claim 5 of the present application concerns the case 
of notifying the changer of said inactive source file in case the compilation of the 
component fails. 

This feature is also disclosed by document D1 (cf. column 5, line 65 - column 6, line 
7; claim 12). 

As a consequence, the subject-matter of dependent claim 5 does not involve any 
inventive step in the sense of Article 33(3) PCT. 

2.5. The subject-matter of dependent claim 6 of the present application is also disclosed 
by document D1. 

The component status "read/ described in claim 6 when the compilation is 
successful corresponds to the status "Compiled' of document D1. And the 
component status "broken" described in claim 6 when the compilation fails 
corresponds to the status " CompileError" of document D1 . 

As a consequence, the subject-matter of dependent claim 6 does not involve any 
inventive step in the sense of Article 33(3) PCT. 

2.6. Additionally, dependent claim 7 of the present application concerns the case of 
assigning a "dirty status to a further component that depends on the component 
being compiled when said compilation is successful. 

The effect of this feature is the propagation of the need of compilation due to 
dependencies among the different components. 

The problem to be solved may therefore be regarded as how to propagate the need 
of compilation when existing dependencies among different components. 

Nevertheless, the use of a "dirt/ flag is a well known-solution to said problem (e.g. 
in Make and Build systems). 

As a consequence, the subject-matter of claim 7 does not involve any inventive step 
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in the sense of Article 33(3) PCT. 

2.7. The subject-matter of dependent claim 8 concerns the case where the central 
compilation service performs an incremental build. 

This feature is also disclosed by document D1 (cf. column 2, lines 29-60). 

The additional feature of claim 8, consisting of using a component dependency 
evaluator to determine the dependencies among the components is also disclosed 
by document D1 (cf. column 3, lines 19-30; column 4, lines 45-56; column 5, lines 
14-29; claim 1). 

As a consequence, the subject-matter of dependent claim 8 of the present application 
does not involve any inventive step under Article 33(3) PCT. 

2.8. The system of claim 9 differs from that of document D1 in that the central compilation 
service performs a parallel build by evaluating dependencies. 

The effect of this difference is an acceleration of the compilation process and a 
distribution of tasks. 

The problem to be solved may therefore be regarded as how to speed up the 
compilation of components. Nevertheless, the use of a parallel mechanism to solve 
said problem is a common solution in the art, as shown in document D2 (cf. the whole 
document). 

As a consequence, the subject-matter of dependent claim 9 does not involve any 
inventive step in the sense of Article 33(3) PCT. 

2.9. The subject-matter of dependent claim 10 concerns the case of using a cluster of 
build computers to perform said parallel build. 

However, using more than one computer in parallel appears to be a standard design 
choice for the skilled person. 

As a consequence, the subject-matter of dependent claim 10 does not involve any 
inventive step in the sense of Article 33(3) PCT. 
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2.10. The subject-matter of independent claim 11 of the present application 
corresponds in terms of central compilation service features to that of claim 5. 
The objections raised in respect of this latter claim also apply, mutatis mutandis, 
to claim 11, which is thus not allowable under Article 33(1) PCT for lack of 
inventive step of its subject-matter under Article 33(3) PCT. 

2.11. The subject-matter of dependent claims 12-14 of the present application 
corresponds in terms of central compilation service features to that of claims 
8-1 0, respectively. The objections raised in respect of these latter claims also 
apply, mutatis mutandis, to claims 12-14, which are thus not allowable under 
Article 33(1 ) PCT for lack of inventive step of their subject-matter under Article 
33(3) PCT. 

2.12. The subject-matter of independent claim 15 of the present application concerns 
a computer comprising a service according to the central compilation service 
described in any of the claims 11-14. 

As a consequence, independent claim 15 does not involve any inventive step under 
Article 33(3) PCT. 

2.13. The subject-matter of independent claim 16 of the present application 
corresponds in terms of method features to that of claim 5. The objections 
raised in respect of this latter claim also apply, mutatis mutandis, to claim 16, 
which is thus not allowable under Article 33(1 ) PCT for lack of inventive step of 
its subject-matter under Article 33(3) PCT. 

2. 1 4. The subject-matter of dependent claims 1 7, 1 8, 1 9, 20, 21 and 22 of the present 
application corresponds in terms of method features to that of claims 2, 3, 6 and 
7, 8, 9 and 10, respectively. The objections raised in respect of these latter 
claims also apply, mutatis mutandis, to claims 17 to 22, which are thus not 
allowable under Article 33(1) PCT for lack of inventive step of their 
subject-matter under Article 33(3) PCT. 

2.15. The subject-matter concerned by independent claim 23 of the present 
application appears to be merely an aggregation or juxtaposition of different 
features (in the form of method steps) which are known or obvious for the 
skilled person. 
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It appears that the interactions of said individual features do not produce any 
synergistic effect; in particular, it is not clear how the individual method steps, when 
combined together, lead to a result of a method for validating software. 

As a consequence, the subject-matter of claim 23 does not involve any inventive step 
in the sense of Article 33(3) PCT (see the Guidelines, C-IV, 9.5). 

2.1 6. The subject-matter of dependent claim 24 concerns the case of deploying the 
new compilation result to a local runtime for test purposes. 

When validating software, the skilled person would consider this additional feature 
as a standard design choice. 

As a consequence, the subject-matter of dependent claim 24 does not involve an 
inventive step in the sense of Article 33(3) PCT. 

The same objection is raised in respect of dependent claims 25 and 26, which 
concern the cases of making available the result of the central compilation in a 
storage area (namely the Runtime Archive Storage) and storing an error result and 
making it available in case an error occurs during the central compilation, 
respectively. 

As a consequence, the subject-matter of dependent claims 25 and 26 does not 
involve an inventive step in the sense of Article 33(3) PCT. 

2.1 7. The subject-matter of independent claim 27 of the present application concerns 
a computer configured to execute the method steps described in claims 23 or 
24. 

As a consequence, independent claim 27 does not involve any inventive step under 
Article 33(3) PCT. 


Francesc TOMAS BLANCH 
1 st Examiner 
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